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Commission Conclu.ion

The Commission agrees with AT&T that flat rat. services should
properly be included the resale of servic.s. There is simply no
authority for this Commission to do otherwise.

With respect to the is.u. of network build-out, the Commi••ion
agrees with Ameritech and Staff that LEC. should be able to recover
any additional cost., .uch aa .pecial con.truction co.t., through
appropriate charg•• to th. res.ll.r. For .xample, .arly termination
charges may be an appropriate m.thod to en.ur. ad.quate cost
recovery, given the circumstance. of a particular r.qu••t for
network build-out and the duration of the aervice being requ••ted by
the reseller.

P. Strippi=q pf o;.'I\pr '.ryie.s &Ad pir.e,qrx
A•• i.tlAe. froa I. 'old S.ryie••

AT&T al.o has propo.ed that the LEC. unbundle Operator S.rvice,
and Directory Assistance (-OS/DA-) from the ba.ic local .ervice
package. AT&T contends that re.ellers should have th. option of
providing the•• transaction-ba.ed .ervic•• th.m••lv•• , through a
third party, or via r ••al. of the incumb.nt LEC'. ..rvic••.
Accordingly, AT'T .tate. that this option would create an
opportunity for comp.titiv. differentiation in local s.rvice. AT'or
argue., therefor., that th••• local .ervic•••hould b. unbundled
from ba.ic local ••rvic. by the incumbent a. a .tand-alone part of
its whole.al. off.r.

AT&T tlk•••xc.ption to Amerit.ch'. cont.ntion that -AT'T'.
proposal in this proc••ding would allow it to captur. the r.maining
operator service call. (i .•. , Band. A and B call.) and directory
assistanc. call. -- call. that would not b. rout.d to th.m a. a
faciliti•• -ba••d u.ag. provid.r on a 1+, 0+, or .11 ba.i•• - AT'T
maintain., that the pr.mi•• of this argum.nt i. that b.cau•• th•••
remaining operator ••rvic•••uppo••dly produc. high.r than av.rag.
level. of contribution, AT&T would b. able to take th••e all.g.dly
high margin ••rvic.. and l.av. Am.rit.cn with the r.maining
service.. AT&T .tat•• that the federal Act r.nd.r. Am.rit.ch',
argument moot.

AT'T argue. that the f.deral Act now requir•• incumbent LEC, to
make these .ervices available on an unbundl.d ba.i. without regard
to the amount of contribution they provide. More importantly,
Ameri tech atates that a true co.t· based pricing plan, aa mandatea by
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the federal Act, would make Ameritech's concerns about maintaining,
appropriate contribution levels irrelevant. Consequently, AT'T
contends that the total wholesale service is justified under Section
13-505.5 as well as under the federal Act.

Ameritech

Ameritech stated that it will provide directory assistance and
operator services to resellers at wholesale rates. The Company did
not agree with AT.T'. proposal that Ameritech also be required to
allow resellers, at their option, to -strip· all operator and
directory assistance calls from the bundled resold service so that
the reseller or a third party can provide the op'rator and directory
assistance services directly through their own facilities.

Ameritech argued that there are several reasons for rejecting
AT'T's proposal. First, the Company maintained that it is a thinly
veiled plan to revisit the Commission's order in the CUstomers First
case. In that proceeding, the Commis.ion addressed dialing parity
and developed presub8cription rules. Presubscription was limited to
Band C and toll usage and Sand C and toll operator services traffic
and did not include directory a.sistance. Ameritech argued that if
AT'T's proposal were adopted, it would significantly change the
Customers First Order and would conflict with earlier Commission
policy decisions.

Ameritech also contended that it would be inappropriate to
grant AT&T's request from a competitive perspective. By offering
reseller services ,AT.T would be in a position to offer direct
dialing on Bands A and B operator services and directory assistance
traffic; a purely facilities based carrier would not. Thus, AT&T's
proposal, accorcUng to Ameritech, would favor ·one-stop shopping"
IXCs over competitors which provide only toll service. or purely
"switchless- resellers. Ameritech suggested that changes, if any,
in the scope of presubscription should be addressed in a generic
proceeding where the interests of all carriers could be addressed.

Ameritech also argued that AT&T's proposal is not technically
feasible. CUrrent switches can route presubscribed calls to another
provider's directory and operator assistance services. However, the
current switches do not permit the routing of local calls to
different service prOViders based on who is purchasing the bundled
service. AT'T argued that these calls could be routed using routing
guides which it claimed are included within the software of the AT'T
5ESS switch. Ameritech responded that using routing gUide
techniques would require the assignment of numerous new line class
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code.. According to Ameritech, there would not be enough line class
codes available to support such an offerin~. AT'T argued that
Ameritech witness Mr. Kocher was unable to confirm or deny whether
the AT&T 5ESS switch had the ability to accommodate AT.T'. request
for special routing of operator services and directory assistance.
Ameritech responded that was not Mr. Kocher'. testimony.

Ameritech also discus.ed why Staff's suggestion to utilize AIN
technology was not fea.ible. Today, neith.r local op.rator calls
nor directory as.istanc. call••re rout.d u.ing AIR t.chnology. The
Company .tated that it i. not clear wheth.r AIK t.chnology could be
utilized; to do .0 would require si~ifica.ntaddition.l developments
using the AIN platform'. service creation capabiliti•• in order to
create new databases to develop the routin~ algdrithm. n.c••••ry to
provide this functionality. In addition, Ameritech sugge.ted th.t
it would be necessary to obtain more information from re.eller
customer. prior to any such development of the AIN technology .0
that the routing capability bein~ requested could be defined and it
could be determined how .uch capability would int.ract with the
other options associated with the end u••r'. line. Ameritech also
mentioned that it wa. unclear whether there would be an effect on
signaling capability, call handling capacity or call .et up times.
The Company .stimat.d the co.ts ••Iociated with any .uch development
would likely be -sub.tantial.-

Ameritech suggested that the propo.al to .trip OS/DA from
resold services i. also unreasonable from a financial perspective.
The Company stated that operator service. provide more contribution
than exchange access lines and intraexchange calling products.
Ameritech argued that if resellers are permitted to strip the high
margin s.rvice. from the bundled wholesale offering and Ameritech is
left with low margin .ervice., ultimately the resulting whol••ale
rate structure would not be s.lf·su.taining. The Company .tated
that resellers should not be permitted to cream .kim both by
customer (i.e. by competing for more profitable customers) and by
product (i.e. by leaving those le•• profitable cu.tomer. with
Ameritech at a re.ale ba.i. but then .tripping the higher margin
service. for the bundled wholesale offering).

AT.T contended that all of the Company'. policy arguments
against requiring .tripping of OS/DA from resold servic.s have been
superseded by the federal Act. Ameri tech r.sponded that i. not the
cas. and that the federal Act doe. not require the stripping of
operator serviee. and directory assistance calls.
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Staff

Staff takes the position with respect to AT'T'. request for the
separate provisioning of operator services and directory assistance
that the Commission should require Ameritech and Centel to provide
these services on an unbundled basis to foster competition and
innovation where economically and technically feasible.

Staff disagrees with Ameritech' s statement that AT.T's request
is nothing more than an attempt to revisit presubscription issues in
the Customers First Order. Staff states that the Commission never
addressed OS/DA presubscription of in that docket. Staff concludes,
moreover, that requiring Ameritech and Centel tb provide OS/DA on a
presubscribed basi. will further the Commission's policy of allowing
competition in the local exchange market where economically
efficient. Staff states that Ameritech simply is attempting to
prevent competition in OS/DA provisioning. Staff maintains that
Ameritech's claim that it will be left with only selling services
that have low margins is misplaced. As services become sufficiently
competitive to warrant a competitive clas.ification by the incumbent
LEC, it will have the opportunity to either increase or decrease the
profit margin on such services.

COmmission Conclusion

Unbundling of OS/DA is a necessary requirement for effective
competition. Ameritech's objections to AT.T's request in this
regard are not adequately supported by the record. Ameritech argues
that unbundling of OS/OA is not technically feasible, but has failed
to prOVide persuasive evidence in support of that claim. Moreover,
AT~T has presented what it deems a workable solution, i.e., the use
of "line class codes- to route OS/OA calls, in opposition to
Ameritech's claim that the separate routing of these calls is not
possible at this time. Given the importance of this i.sue and the
potential that competition will be the likely result of unbundling
OS/DA from the wholesale offering, the Commission orders Ameritecn
and Centel to unbundle its OS/OA calls from it total service resale
offering pursuant to Section 251 {cl (3) .

G. pir.ct Acc.ss to Aml.te.ch's Ady.pc,4
Ipt.llig.;t N.twork

AT&T has requested acce•• to the LECs' AIN triggers so that
non- facilities -based reselle r. can prOVide faci11 ties - based
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innovations to the market. These services would include, among
other things, messaging, emergency ana security services ana
telecommunications .ervice.. AIN consists of tbree basic elements:
Signal Control Points, Signal Switching Points, and Signal Transfer
Points. The services that could be proviaed by a reseller typically
would be housea in the Signal Control Points and could prOVide
numerous services and proces.ing.

AT&T contend. that acc.s. to the .witch trigger. i. appropriate
in these proceeding., a. they would prOVide innovation. to the
existing local network. AT&T concluded that competitive AIN
offerings were in the public intere.t and that competitor••hould be
allowed to make product development and marketing deci.ion. ba.ed on
competitive opportunity. AT&T di.mi••ed the ~e.ign and capacity
problem. Ameritech rai.ed by .tating that the capacity problems
actually .hould be .lleviated with the introduction of competitive
databases. The AIN database inquiries and as.ociated proce•• ing
would'be di.tribut.d over two or more comp.ting platform.. AT&T
indicated that Ameritech'. propo.al to develop s.rvice. for
resellers using it. AIN pl.tform w•• an unacc.ptable aneS anti­
competitive option. Although other r.s.llers may find this approach
acceptable, AT&T felt th.t the service cr••tion environment may be
limited by the cap.bilities of the LEC's platform. Also,
proprietary data would be .tored in the LEC'. n.twork, hampering the
reseller's ability to control acc.s. and to prevent compromise.
Further, AT&T pointed out th.t Amerit.ch is currently concern.d with
its capacity for it. own AIN platform.

AT&T maint.ins that new innov.tion. through the u.e of the AIN
should be encouraged on both a f.cilitie.-b••ed a. w.ll a. on a
resold ba.i.. AT&T's states th.t its request i. consi.tent with a
requ••t for a network .lement under the new federal Act.
Safeguards, however, are n.c••••ry to a.sure the int.grity of the
network. M Ameritech and Centel deploy AIN systems, they should be
ordered to install them in a w.y that provides the nec.ssary
safegu.rd. without erecting unnece.sary barrier. which would
undermine AT&T'. request.

Amerit,sh

Amerit.ch took the po.ition that r ••ellera .hould not be
permitted direct access to it'. Adv.nced Intelligent Network
(RAIN"). Th. Company cont.nds that the proposed requirem.nt to
require it to prOVide resellers with direct acc.ss to AIN is not a
resale/wholesale t.riff issue, but rather should be considerea, if
at all, as a network interconnection iaaue. Ameritech's position
was that the issue is not appropriately addre••ed in this
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proceeding. Ameritech further asserted that even if it were
appropriate to address in this proceeding, AT&T's proposal would
raise serious policy i.sues. While Ameritech i. willing to develop
services for resellers using its AIN platform (assuming that
resellers pay for the cost of development), to require access to AIN
would provide resellers with almost unlimited ability to pick and
choose the services they will provide using unbundled network
elements. Ameritech observed that this could create an adverse
effect in the market place.

Ameritech also pointed out that if the Commission entered such
an order in this proceeding, it would be permitting acces. to AIN
without any further regulatory involvement by the Commission. The
Company's posi tion was that .uch important policy matters should not
be permitted to be determined unilaterally by the resellers.
Ameritech maintained that there are already de.ign and capacity
problems with the AIN platform, and that permitting such
unrestricted access on the part of reseller. would only exacer~ate

those problems. It could also create unresolvable conflicts among
carriers seeking access to the AIN platform. Ameritech noted that
Staff has also expressed concern over AT&T'. request for access to
AIN inside Ameritech switches because of the risk of network
failure.

Staff

Staff is concerned that direct access to the LEC databaae and
switches for manipulation by the reseller. may contain a high level
of risk to the network through either ignorance or sabotage. Staff
states, however, that this potential for network harm is reduced 1f
safeguards are prOVided at the appropriate point. .0 that the
network would not ~e jeopardized. Staff concluded, that with the
safeguards in place the provi.ioning of facilitie.-ba.ed innovations
by resellers should be encouraged.

Conclusion

AT'T's request for acce.s to Ameritech'. AIN trigger. should be
granted. AT'T's reque.t i. consistent with a request for a network
element under the federal Act. In addition, it i. without questlon
that acce•• to Ameritech's AIN triggers will promote innovation In
the provision of services. Clearly, such access i. in the publ~c

interest.

Ameritech's argument that this is the wrong forum to make such
a determination is not persuasive. The Company, however, has not
prOVided any analysis as to why this matter in principle cannot be
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considered as a part of this docket in yiew of the Commission'.
immediate goal of promoting competition. Access to AIN trigger. is
within the Commission's authority to consider und.r Section 13­
505.5's public intere.t concerns.

AT&T did not object to exploring the specifics of AIN triggers
in another docket, but recommend.d that the Commilsion move forward
with ordering that Amerit.ch provide acc••s to its AIN trigg.rs.
Acce•• to these AIN triggers will promote innovations with r ••pect
to service offering.. The Commi••ion agr••• with Staff that if
there are any risk. to the network pr•••nt, they ar. identifiable
and can b. resolved without harm to Am.rit.ch'. network.

The Commis.ion will require Amerit.ch to ptovide ace••• to it.
AIN trigg.rs. The Commission requ.sts that th. Company address the
po••ibl. risk. to the network and incorporat. the appropriate
remedies to prevent any harm. If Amerit.ch i. not able to comply
with this requirement, it mu.t submit a full explanation and .howing
in support thereof with its compliance tariff. filed in re.pon•• to
the Commission'. order in this proc.eding, along with specific plan.
and a timetable for achieving compliance.

VI. OPIM'l'IOIfAL ASP-CTS or MlIITlCI'1
WlOLISALI TM:rr ornBIlq

A. Op.r.tioa.l IRt.rfl;••

AT&T'. petition r.qu••t. th.t Amerit.ch and C.nt.l b. r.quired,
a. a part of th.ir total ••rvice r.sal. off.ring, to provide to new
entr.nt. op.rational int.rface. for local .xchang. ..rvic.s at
parity with the p.rformance and quality of the interfac•• that the
incumb.nt LEC provid.. to it••lf (including affiliat•• ) and it.
retail cu.tom.r.. AT&T contends that eff.ctiv. comp.tition in the
local exchange mandat•• parity in .ervic. off.ring.; without it,
according to AT&T, the tot.l s.rvic. r •••l. off.ring will be
meaningl.... Such p.rity requir•• th.t the incumb.nt LEe make
availabl.: (1) ace••• to on-lin••l.ctronic .upport .y.t.m.; (2)
data interfacing; (3) re••ller branding; and (4) ace••• to n.ces.ary
LEC-controlled d.taba••••

AT&T's petition declares that ev.ry differ.nc. which mak.s a
resell.r's sales and other customer contact. more compl.x than the
incumbent LEC.' insidiously undermines the comp.titiv. process.
Accordingly, it requests that the Commission en.ure that .ny such
differences .re elimin.t.d. For example, if the incumbent LECs were
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to accept only a written letter of authorization before a customer
could select a new service prOVider, the incumbent LEC would be
placed at a significant advantage. Accordingly, FCC guidelines for
carrier changes by customers should be extended to the local market
as it moves toward competition. AT&T's concern for service parity
extends to all operational and support activities, including
maintenance.

In order to a.certain whether the incumbent LEC. are meeting
the parity .tandard., AT&T argues that it i •••••ntial that
measurements be e.tabli.hed to a••e•• the quality of performance at
all points of interface between the incumbent LEC and the re.eller.
AT&T used the example of service ~rdering and the
installation/repair processes. According to AT&T, measure. of speed
and accuracy must be established. With respect to billing
processes, it is necessary to monitor accuraey and timeliness. It
is AT&T's position that at all points where a re.eller and an
incumbent LEC interfaee in the provi.ion of loeal services to
customers, appropriate measures of the quality of that interfaee
must be created. Finally, it contend. that ineumbent LEC••hould
maintain the respon.ibility for prOViding wholesale service. which
comply with the service performance standard. set forth in 83 Ill.
Adm. Code Parts 306, 730 and 783.

In response to Staff witnesa Gaaparin' a propoaal that the
reseller file a formal complaint with the Commiaaion if it believes
it has been harmed or diacriminated against, AT&T stated that
a1 though Staff' a propoaal would at least provide a procedural avenue
for addressing LEC service provi.ioning defieieneie., this
Commission should not rely exclusively on the complaint process as
a remedy to a LEC's non-compliance in this context. Again, the
underlying standard which the LECs should be required to meet is
parity with the serviee interfaces provided to themselvea and their
customers.

AT&T reeommend. that to compenaate for inferior operational
interfaee., if the LEC should provide any, the Commiaaion .hould
order a transitional incentive diacount. It maintain. that, if and
to the extent the.e on-line electronic .upport system. are not yet
made available to new entrants, or are not provi.ioned at parity
with the incumbent LEC.' own systems, an ineentive diseount of up to
lOt should be applied to the wholesale priee in recognition of any
difference between the retail and whole.ale version. of the service.
AT'T maintains that it. propoaed incentive diseount of up to lot
will ensure that equal access to operational interface. is made
available at the earliest practical time. Under it. proposal, as
each of the five on-line electronic support system interfaces is

-49-



95-0458
95-0531
consolo

H. E. Propo.ed OrQer

brought into parity with the LEC'. own retail op.ration. an
additional 2' will be subtracted from the transitional di.count.

Ameritech

Ameritech stated that, a. part of it. whol••ale tariff
offering, it has created operational interface. that will allow
re.ellers to order .ervice. for re.ale to it. end u.er. efficiently
and en.ure that they are properly maintained and repaired. It al.o
ha. taken .tep. to protect the proprietary information of re.ell.rs
and end user.. According to Ameritech, there i. a wide range of
procedures for ord.ring .ervice. that vary ba.ed on the type and
quantity of information required by the re.elle~, the time required
to in.tall the service and the degree of coorcUnation and/or te.ting
required. The Company agre.d to provide electronic and manual
interface. to reseller. ordering resold .ervice.. CUrrently, the.e
electronic interfac.. enable reseller. to match Ameritech'.
performance est of the time. These re.ale order. are expected to
focus initially on the conversion of .ervice from Ameritech to a
reseller. The remaining 1St of order. are from end u.ers for
.ervices not already provided by the Company or a provider re.elling
Ameritech'. exchange .ervice•. According to Am_ritech, interface
issue. relating to the remaining 1St of the order. are limited to
pre-service order function. and anticipated to be re.olved before
the end of the year.

Ameritech did not agree, a. maintained by Staff and others,
that the operational interface. are required to be provided by the
Company and other LEC. a. -network element•• -

Ameritech .tated that it al.o will en.ure that the performance
and quality of .ervice. that the re.eller. receive is equal to the
services that it provide. to Ameritech Communication., Inc. and that
there will be no differenc•• between the .ervice. it provide. to its
own end u.er. or to re.eller.' end u.er. ba.ed on the operational
interface. it provide. to re.eller. that will have competitive
implication. in the marketplace. Am.rit.ch'. po.ition i. that there
i. little real controver.y remaining over mo.t of the operational
issues.

Ameritech .ubmitted that the Commi••ion take DO action with
respect to the operational interfac... The company indicated that
it continue. to improve the various .y.tems that it ha. in place a.
has been demon.trated by the electronic bonding project and repair
system.. It al.o continue. to work on .y.tem de.ign. to make it
easier for reseller. to order and lmplement .ervice•• Ameritech's
position i. that if Commi•• ion lnvolvement i. required at all, that
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should be only if situations arise where the parties cannot reach an
agreement regarding operational matters.

Ameritech also argued that AT&T's recommendation that the
Commission establish measurements to assess the quality of
performance at every interface should be rej ected. According to the
Company, AT&T has failed to submit sufficient evidence in the record
that would enable the Commission to adopt me.surements. Moreover,
Ameritech believes that these issues are eff.ctively bein~ worked
out between it and the resellers and should continue to be addressed
that way unless or until an impasse occurs.

Staff "

Staff agrees with AT&T that Ameritech and Centel should be
required as a part of their total service resale offering to provide
the operational interfaces, enumerated in the testimony of AT&T
witness Fonteix, at parity with the operational interfaces Ameritech
and Centel supply to themselves and their affiliates. Staff
concludes that the provision of these op.rational interfaces is
necessary in order to promote competition. Specifically, Staff
agreed that effective resale competition cannot exist unless a
reseller can provide the same service, inclUding the s.me quality,
as the wholesale LEC does when it retails the service to end users.

Staff opposes AT&T's request for an additional discount to be
applied to the wholesale discount .s • pen.lty for inferior service.
Staff believes that these discounts are not appropriate and. su~gests
that there already exist minimum service quality standards that
wholesale LECs must m.et for their resale cu.tomers, citing to 83
Ill. Adm. Code 730. Mr. Gasp.rin proposed that the re.ell.r file a
formal complaint with the Commi•• ion if it believes it ha. been
harmed or discriminated against,

Commission Conclusion

The importance of equal operation.l int.rfaces is ••••nti.l to
the development of resale competition. In order to ensure that the
needs of new entrants are .atisfied, the Commi•• ion will order that
all incumbent LECs are required to prOVide to r •••llers, as an
integral part of their resale service offering, all op.rational
interfaces at parity with those prOVided their own retail customers I

whether directly or through an affiliat.. That i. the overriding
standard to which incumbent LECs will be held in the provision of
wholesale services.
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Further, Ameritech and Centel will b. required to file, with
their implementing tariff., a report demonltrating their compliance
with this standard. To the extent the LECI contend they are unable
fully and immediately to implement operational parity, they should
be required to submit a plan, including Ipecific timetables, for
achieving compliance.

I. Itapdipq Op.tltpt ••ryie•• apd pit'C~Rry

A••i'tape.

AT&T arguel that parity with the incumbent.LEC r.quir•• proper
branding of the incumbent LEC'. lervice. AT&T propol" that
Ameritech and Centel be required to brand all telecommunication.
services provided by a reseller in that r.l.ller'. name. Branding
in thil context mean. all telecommunication••ervice. offered by a
reseller should be branded as if they were the .ervice. of the
reseller. AT&T needs to be able to brand it. re.old .ervices for
the purpole of informing AT&T's customer. that it i. their local
service prOVider.

Staff

Staff support. AT.T'. branding propo.al. Staff that the
potential existl for the whole••le LEC to u.e it. monopoly power in
the provisioning of incumbent local exchange .ervice anti-competi­
tively. For example, Staff contend. that the whole.ale LEC co~ld

advertise it. own .ervice. by branding dir.ctory a.sistance.
operator .ervic•• , etc., on calls provided to end users by
reseller.. Staff do.. state, however, that while branding is
desirabl., there may b. technical rea.on. why branding for resell.rs
cannot b. prOVided.

Merites:h

Ameritech urg.d the Commi.sion to rej.ct AT.T'. proposal t~at

the Company b. r.quir.d to -brand- r ••old op.rator ••rvic.. arod
directory a.sistanc. provid.d to resell.rs. It stated that it wlll
brand op.rator servie•• calls where it i. technically fea.ible .nd
cost-effective to do '0. Ameritech indicated that, today, :.t
provid•• branded OS/CA .ervices to independ.nt telephone compani.s.
However, the .ervic. configuration. would be entirely different 1n
a resale environment and branding normally would not be technically
feasible. In the independent telephone company arrangement., calls
are handled by the contracting carrier's .witch and then routed on
an aggregated ba.i. to Ameritech's operator. via dedicated tr~n~
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groups. This permits the operator to identify the call as
originating from a separate company and answer it appropriately. By
contrast, in a resale environment, there are no dedicated trunk
groups. The OS!OA calls would be routed on the same lines and
commingled with Ameritech's OS!OA calls and those of all other
resellers. Therefore, as a practical matter, according to
Ameritech. there is no way to brand resellers' calls.

The Company also emphasized that AT&T was requesting that a
unique branding obligation be imposed on the incumbent LEC.
According to Dr. Harris and Mr. Heckendorn, two of Ameri tech's
wi tne.ses, AT&T is not required to rebrand the long cUstance
service. it provides to resellers of interexcAange services. Mr.
Heckendorn testified that resellers of these services must make
substantial additional investments in order to make the resold
services work in a manner that meets their business needs.

Ameritech indicated its willingness to brand calla where they
can be carried on a separate trunk group. If a reseller established
a 7-digit number for directory assistance <e.g., 555-xxxx), those
calla could be separately identified and branded. The Company
stated that it also would continue to work with the industry to
explore whether cost-effective solutions can be developed.

Conclusion

To the extent that it is technically feasible, the Commission
accepts AT&T'S and Staff's proposals that resold OS!OA be branded
because Ameritech has agreed to prOVide branding of OS!OA where it
is technically feasible.

AT&T's recommendation that Ameritech and Centel be required to
brand their resold services with the name of the resellers also will
be approved. The purpose for such a requirement ia to inform the
reseller's customer. that AT&T is their local service prOVider.
Ameri tech conceded that branding was appropriate where it was
technically and economically feasible.

As to Ameritech technical argument., the same solution that
would resolve any supposed technical difficulties in offering
unbundled OS!OA should be employed with respect to branding. Given
the importance of this issue, the Commission will require Ameritech
and Centel to provide branding of their resold services. If, and to
the extent, that Ameritech and Centel maintain that it is not
possible on technical grounds immediately to comply with this
requirement, they must submit a full explanation and showing in
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support thereof with their compliance tariff. filea in re.pon.e to
the Commis.ion'. Order in this proceeding, along with .pecific plana
and a timetable for achieving compliance.

Q. Bpu~ipq pC 111 eall.

AT&T .tated that the r ••eller .hould d.fin. and manage the
proce•• by which network trouble. are r.port.d by .nd u••r., initial
remote trouble .hooting i. p.rformed, and .ub.equent repair ana
maintenance vi.it. are scheduled and confirmed with the enc! user.
Although the repair. would be completed by the LEe, 611 trouble
calls are to be rout.d to the repair bureau of the re.eller .erving
that particular lin. according to AT&T. Thi. bureau would have
acce.. the LEC. to maintenance support system. of to p.rform
initial trouble .hooting immeaiately. AT&T c~ncluded that the
resellers would have a .trong incentive to ensure that no d.lays in
rectifying the trouble occur•.

Ameritech oppo.ed AT&T's initial reque.t that all 611 call.
which originatea from it. re.old line. be directly routed to AT'T'.
own repair bureau. The Company took the position that this cannot
be aone for the .ame rea.on that re.old OS/DA cannot b. branded.
There is no practical way to sort out various carri.r.' 611 calls
since these call. are not on aedicated trunk. and would be
comminglea with Ameritech'. 611 call. and tho.e of all other
re.eller.. The Company al.o pointed out that there ar. other
rea.on. for not requiring calls to be so routed. aepair calls are
often made from line. oth.r than the phone being r.pair.d. Thu••
until the end user inform. it, Am.rit.ch would have no way of
knowing whether the line b.ing reported wa. a resold line ..

The Company .ugg••ted that the appropriate .olution i. for AT&T
and the oth.r re••ll.r. to d.velop th.ir own unique r.pair numb.rs
which would rout. cu.tom.r.' call. dir.ctly to th.ir r.pair bureau•.
For end us.rs of r.s.ll.rs who mi.tak.nly dial 611, the Company
stated that it is dev.loping a ·warm transfer- program Whereby its
service repre.entative. will -transfer- an end u.er to the
appropriate carri.r. Amerit.ch acc.pt.d Staff's sugge.tion that it
continue to expand the on-line capabiliti.. for the u.e of the
re.ale custom.r. Finally, it stated that it do•• not currently
charge end users for 611 calls nor would it charge r ••eller.' end
u.ers for the ·warm transfer.· to resell.r.' service bureaus.
Therefore, Ameritech propo••d that the i ••u. of charg•• tor 611
service. or warm tran.t.rs n.ed not be addr••••d until .uch time as
a carrier seek. to introduce charges for .uch ••rvices.
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Ameritech stated that an Electronic Bonding System ("EBS") was
in its final stages of implemeneation and would provide the abiliey
for a maineenance system operaeed by the re.eller to electronically
transmit trouble reports to the LEC. This system would provide
security functions and ensure that confidentiality of the end user
proprietary information is maintained. The EBS would allow the
resellers to initiate. trouble report, supplement a trouble repore
previously filed, cancel a trouble report previously filed and
request status on peneling trouble reports. Ameritech would have the
ability to acknowleelge the report and provide various information
and status reports. The time expected to complete a tran.action
using the EBS was estimated to eake between 4S .econds and two
minutes.

Staff pointed out that the LECs are responsible for compliance
with the various codes relating to trouble reporting and
corrections. Fureher f access to 611 repair .ervice .hould not be
resold ana all customer. should be allowed access to repair services
withoue encumbering a charge. Staff i. eoneerned with AT..T's
concept that the reseller should define and manage the proees. by
which troubles are reported, initial remote trouble shooting is per­
formed, and repairs and maintenance visit. are scheduled.

Commission Conclusion

The Commission concludes that AT&T's request that all 611 calls
originaeing from its resold lines be directly routed to AT.T's own
repair bureau should be rejeeted. We are satisfied with the fact
that Ameritech has indicated that it will implement a warm transfer
program whereby its service representative. will transfer an end
user to the appropriate carrier. The appropriate solution for AT&T
and other resellers i. to develop their own unique repair numbers to
route customers' calls directly to their repair bureau.. The issue
of charges for 611 services and warm transfers need not be addressed
until sueh time a. carriers seek to introduce charge. for such
services.

The Commi.sion i. impressed with Ameritech'. EBS that will
allow re.ellers to initiate and monitor several activities for thelr
customer.. The Commi.sion requests that Ameriteeh and Centel
implement this system. However, the Commission wishes to assert
that the ultimate responsibility for repair and maintenanee ia still
that of the underlying carrier. Ameri teeh should eontinue to expand
the on-line capabilities for use by resale customers. However,
access to 6-1-1 repair service should not be resold and should be
available without charge.

. 5 S -
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VI I. IP LPns Pn:U:XmI

The LnOS pet~t~on requ.scB that the ~.ic components of tha
loe.1 eX~hange netvo~k. i.e .• the loops. the .wit~h. aD4 lo~&l call
ter~in.tion, be mad. Available ~Q carriere 'Q~ p~~h••• co e~••
• 1.man~8 m.y be co~in.4 and util1~~ to provide l~~al exchange.
er.change ecce,•. and other t.aloeOftlNnic4lt 10tl••,nices. 4A cont~••c
to the Ar'T pstit1cn. ~hieh •••k. the abilitv to ~~eh&••
Ameritech#8 and C.~t.l·c ~tail ••~v1~•• at a whole••i. p~ica tor
~h. purpoee of r••ale, LODS' petition request. a differeat op~1on,

to be aQle to pureha.. the uftd~rlytft~ net¥O~k, facLlities,
equipment, an~ ~~l&ted support. to ~ftable LCDS to design and of!.~
i toR Cl\o"1l 1. oeal excbanq.. .xeh&nlJ. ace... • -ftC! o~ber senic•••
Similar eo the AT~T requ••t, LeOS .eeke a~c••• to the u•• ~~ ~e

incumtent. LEe'. operational interface••ncI .~ppere .y.~ema for uta
tra.n.ter and .d.lt\ln1s~rat1va 'C'llIqutrement.81 to ensure the proper aftd
hilih·q~.. li c:y prov1.i.onini of 10c:.1 aervica &1: pari ty with the
service t.h4t. i..l"1e1J'l'l\bent ~ provide Chall"l...lvws.

~Rlt1oMS of to; Part:ie.

L:)t)$ filed i t.5 pet1tlon, wbic:h wall t:oneol~d.~.c! wit.h eM ATilT
prQ~.eding.. requese1ng a eecond ne. nan~oepw~lcive .e~v1ee from
~."eri ttrCl'I and centel. The petition requested & ft." offerin9 Which
..,ou16 pxovld. "CM eml·to-encl Mtwcn:k eOftfi.9'&'ratln Ullclerlying all
eXi£t~n'i Alneritech a"el Cencel retaU ..ervic••. " 1.DD8 idenellied the
exch8nge nctwo'C'k a. conaiating of eh%•• ~ic el...mt8: the loo~.
the ••itch. and local call t.rm1~.tlon. IE lurt~~ idcn~1fi.d the
.\T&.T rcqo..aeGt .s retai1-orieftte4. where the requ.••ting carrier "Ou14
pureh.~e the incu.oen~ LI~·defln8d reta1l ••~lca offe~1nv. &~ a
'Whol••ale discount: for: re••l. to end u,aera. t1nde~ eJul LD1). e.rr&er
1'l'u:. form. QZ" network .lenlent I a.p~e.o~. ~h. C'eque.t.1aw C.~1'1.r

pu:rchales the inC:\IIINnt LZe'. faC'i11ty os" equipnent. " ••d 11\ the
provision Qf tel.communi~.tion •••rvi~e•• including the f ••tuc•••
f~n~t1cn., and oap&bilitte. It providaa. Tfte purch••ia. c.rr~.r
then d.ci~c aQd preViae. it. own end-uo.~ ~.t.il e.~ice., ~.in9

the incumbent. ~EC' nec"ork 81.-.nt•. aither eoNalnecS or incSiv1clually.
as ~he marke: and its own ~ua1ne8e jU4~.ftt de~.~ine ••

~c:cor(U"9 1:0 LODB, tht,s 1. ~ further CSevelopnent at ~he
Co~is.1on'. ~erit.~h Cu.~o..~. Firat O~der. ~e~ ~he CGmmi ••ioft
~lr.ady a~dre~••d two of ~h••8 thr•• n.~vo~~ .1...ftt•• 1 .•.• ehe
loop and local call tendnati.on. The.e two lIetvorJc .l......nt. wou14
con~1nue to be aV&11abl•• priced unlfo~lV wi£h the COSM1aaioft'.

~.I·
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orders. LOOS ask the Commission to order Ameritech and Centel to
make a third network element, i.e., the .witch, available in .uch a
manner a. to enable the requesting carrier to combine all three
network elements to provide end-to-end telecommunications service.
Having purchased the network elements from the incumbent LEC, the
purchasing carrier would be entitled to all revenues for local
exchange, exchange access, and other telecommunications services
utilizing those network elements.

LOOS submits that its requested service is complementary to
that previously ordered by the Commission and requestet! by AT.T. In
the Ameri tech eustemers First Order, by ordering unbundled leops and
local call termination, the Commission seught~to enable carriers
which provided their own switch ant! transport to utilize the
Ameritech network to provide local exchange competition. However,
due to economic realities, this form of competition will be costly
and slow to develop, possibly limited to densely-populated areas and
large-volume users. The services requested by AT'T and LDCS would
more readily be available to provide quicker and broat!er based
competition to the entire territeri.s of Ameritech and Centel,
including residential and small business user••

IJ:)OS agreed to a Staff suggestion that the switch network
element be available unbundled, provided that it could also be
combined with the loop and local call termination to provide end-to­
end service. Through this arrangement, new competitors would have
more flexibility to use a mixture of uses, either utilizing end-to­
end network elements provided by the incumbent LEC, or substituting

. one or more network .lements with the carrier'. own, or that
purchased from another carrier. This arrangement would afford
carriers the most flexibility to make decisions based on economic
efficiencies and to respond with their own designed competitive
offerings according to their own best business judgment.

Requiring Ameritech and Cente1 to provide the network elements
would satisfy the three public policy goals that Staff identified:
1) uniformly pricing the unbundled loop and local call termination,
while pricing the switched network element at cost, would ensure no
bias in favor of either carriers prOViding their own switch or those
utilizing the incumbent LEC's; 2) by ensuring full cost recovery,
including the cost of capital, it would allow for the continued
investment in the network by the underlying LEC; and 3) pricing the
switch at its economic costs, LRSIC, would ensure economic
efficiency in network utilization. LOOS added a fourth policy goal.
With the impending authorization of Ameritech to provide interLATA
services, and the advent of one- stop shopping, Ameritech will have
the opportunity to benefit from the developments in the competitive



95-0458
95-0531
consol.

H. E. Proposed Order

long distance marketplace to purchase long distance services to
package with its local exchange services in seeking end users'
complete telecommunications traffic. It is es.ential that competing
long distance carriers have access to exchange network elements to
develop their own exchange services for combination with existing
long distance services.

LDDS further states that the federal Act's passage during the
pendency of the.e proceeding. ha. required the incumbent LEC. to
provide the service. requested by both LODS and AT.T. Section
251 (c) (3) requires all incumbent LECs -to prOVide, to any reque.ting
telecommunications carrier for the provision of a telecommunications
service, nondiscriminatory access to network element. on an
unbundled basis at any technically feasible point . . . in a manner
that allows the requesting carriers to combine such elements in
order to provide such telecommunications .ervice.- According to
LDDS, this ends any debate a. to the requirement that Ameritech and
Centel must provide the unbundled network elements in a manner which
can be combined to provide end-to-end service a. requested in the
LDDS petition.

LDDS contend. that the federal Act further provide. the pricing
standard for the network element. a. co.t-ba.eel, determined without
reference to rate-of-return or other rate-based proceedings,
nondiscriminatory, and may include a rea.onable profit. The parties
concur that LRSIC is the cost-based standard. However, there is
disagreement regarding what constitutes a reasonable profit, and
even some confusion a. to the identification of what different
inputs represent. It .uggests that the LRSlC .tudies and COlt data
should clarify some of these issues.

Therefore, LOCS recommends that Ameritech and Centel be ordered
to provide tariff. for the switching network element which may be
combined with the unbundled loop and local call termination. They
shoulel b. requireel to prOVide the sam. operational and
administrative interfaces requested. These incumbent LEC. should
further be ordered to prOVide with the proposed tariffs the
following data and information: 1) LRSIC studies for the switch
network element; 2) a) any proposed allocation of alleged group
LRSIC shared/joint cost. to the switch; b) the methodology and
claimed b.sis for such allocation of the shared/joint costs; 3) al
any additional amounts sought to be included in the pricing of the
switch; b) the source of these additional amounts; c) the claimed
basis for the inclusion of these amounts in the pricing of the local
switch platform ("LSP"). Any claim in the tariff for a term or
minimum capacity requirement should be submitted with underlying
cost detail the necessity for such requirement and the basi. for how
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the actual length or amount was calculated. LDDS .ubmit. that the
Commission should defer any decision on pricing until the
investigation of the.e tariff. and the provision of this
information, .0 that an informed analysis and judgment may be made.

Staff

Staff al.o identified the local'exchange network a. con.i.ting
of three component.: loop, LSP, and inter-office transport. The
loop portion of the network i. the tran.mi••ion path from the
network interface at an end u.er'. premi.e. to a di.tribution frame,
digital .ignal cro•• connect panel, or a .imil,r demarcation point
at the end office. The unbundled LSP i.. all .ervice. and
functionalities that are prOVided by a .witch or end office. These
services include: telephone number and directory li.ting; dialtone;
announcement.; acce.. to operator., u.age, and interexchange
carrier.; originating and terminating .witching; cu.tom calling
features (call forwarding, call waiting, etc.); and CLASS feature.
(call ID, call return, etc.). The third ba.ic piece of the local
exchange network i. interoffice tran.port.

Staff recommended modification of the original IJ)DS request to
make the three network component. available on an unbundled ba.is,
which may be combined for end-to-end tran.mi••ion. The Commi•• ion
already has provided for the unbundled loop and interoffice
transport separately. The.e .hould continue to be uniformly
available according to the order. of the Commi••ion. Requiring the
middle network element, the LSP, to be available unbundled, subject
to being combined with either or both of the other two elementa,
would afford the greateat opportunity to develop competition in
local exchange market.. A purcha.ing carrier would receive all the
feature., function., and capabilities available from the LBP~ u.ing
them to .ell service. to end u.er. and other carrier. to the extent
it i. able. The LSP purcha.er would receive all revenue. for local
exchange, exchange acce•• , and other telecommunication••ervices
utilizing the LB' network element. The incumbent LZC, haVing
received the price for the LSP network element, would not be
entitled to any revenue. it generated.

Staff believe. that the federal Act require. the granting of
the LODS petition. Section 251(c) (3) require. incumbent. LEC.,
including Ameritech and Centel, to provide reque.ting carriers
unbundled network element. that they may be able to combine in order
to provide telecommunication. service. The LSP outlined by the
Staff meet. the federal Act's definition of • network element.
Additionally, section 271(c) (2) (I) list. a competitive checkli.t
that Bell Operating Companie., including Ameritech, mu.t meet to be
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granted interLATA authority. Three of the item. which are required
include the provision of unbundled local loop., ~undled local
transport, and unbundled local switching. The.e federal statutory
requirements are entirely consistent with LeOS' petition a. refined
by Staff. The unbundled port currently provided by Ameritech does
not include any of the features, function., or capabilities of the
swi tch and would not satisfy the requirement to provide an unbundled
switch network element.

Staff identified three public policy goal.: 1) promote economic
efficiency; 2) not bias facilitie.-ba.ed competition or re.ale
competition; and 3) allow for continuation of inve.tment by the
underlying facilities-based LEC. Staff'. modification of the LDDS
proposal would satisfy all three goal•. The federal Act establishes
a pricing standard for the network element. requiring that they be
based on the coat of the network element, determined without
reference to a rate-of-return or other rate-baaed proceeding, be
nondiscriminatory, and may include a reaaonable proflt. Under this
standard, LRSlC would constitute the co.t ba.i.. Staff believes
that a reasonable profit could permit the inclusion of pro rata
contribution. However, Staff agree. with LeDS that the pricing
decision needs further investigation through the cost .tudies and
other data to be supplied by Ameritech and Centel. Staff recommends
that Ameritech and Centel be ordered to provide the requested
tariff., and that the pricing determination be deferred to an
investigation and/or auapension of theae tariff•.

Like Staff and LeOS, MCl identified the .witching network
element as the facility or equipment between the demarcation point
for the unbundled loop and the demarcation point for the end-office
integration trunk., with all the feature., function., and
capabilities it provide.. MCl agree. with LCDS that the network
platform propo.al requeated by it. petition i. required by the
federal Act. Specifically, MCl contend. that Section 251(c) (3)
require. each incumbent LEC to offer any reque.ting carrier
unbundled acce•• to it. network elementa, and further requirea that
theae network element. be provided in .uch a manner that a
requeating carrier may combine the network element. to provide a
service. MCl further points to Sectiona 3(a) (45) and 271(c) (2) (Bl
which make clear that local sWitchlng--the key element in-LODS·.
Mel's and Staff' a proposals- -is a network element that must be
unbundled. MCl pointa out that the other two component. required by
LODS' proposal--loop. and interoffice tranaport--already are
available on an unbundled basis as a result of the Comml.sion's
Ameritech Customer's First Order and interconnection rules. MeI
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therefore urge. the Commi••ion to require Ameritech and Centel to
file tariffs for the unbundled .witch.

Mel further recommend. that: 1) con.i.tent with Section.
251 Cd} (1) (A) and (B), the unklundled .witch product mu.t b. priced at
LRSIC with no contribution; 2) telecommunication. carrier. that
purcha.e the unbundled .witch product .hould rec.ive all revenue.
a.sociated with any .ervice. sold u.ing the network platform,
including .witched ace••• r.venue. a••••••d at the end offic.; and
3) the mutual comp.n.ation arrangem.nt. adopted in the Amerit.ch CFP
Order or subsequently found to meet the requir.ment. of the federal
Act should govern the exchange of local traffic.

".

MCI disagre•• with the position. of Ameritech and other parti••
that argue that the LO~S petition i. the same a. the re.ale of LEC­
defined aervice.. MCl argue. that the federal Act ••tabli.he. at
least two aeparate waya for new entrant. to d.velop .ervic•• to end
user.. One, provided for in Section 251(c) (]), i. ba.ed on the
LEC'. exi.ting retail offering., and require. new entrant. to
acquire them at whole.ale rate., perform retail functions, and offer
the .ame servic•• to end u.er.. The oth.r, provid.d for in Section
251 (c) (3), i. for ne" entrants to acquire some or all of the
underlying network element. or functionalities from tb. incumbent
LEC, and combine tho.e network element., perhaps with their own or
another prOVider's network element., and provide their service.
rather than .imply mirroring tho.e of the incumbent LEe. Finally,
MCI point. to the language of Section 251 (c) (3) of the which
expre••ly require. the ability to combine network element•.

Mel al.o di.agr••• with the argument. of Ameritech and other
partie. that permitting the combining of n.twork .lem.nt. would
circumvent the fed.ral Act'. joint marketing r ••triction.. MCI
contend. that this argument i •• red herring. Section 271(.) (1)
restrict. only joint marketing u.ing the incumb.nt LEC'. retail
service., and doe. not re.trict j oint marketing through the creation
of a carrier'. own .ervice. by mean. of the purcha.e of unbundled
network element••

AT&T .ubmit. that to provide new entrant. the opportunity to
develop local exchange competition r.quire. the provi.ion of both
service. reque.teeS by AT&T and LOOS. AT&T .upport. Staff'.
modification of the LOCS reque.t, providecl that the Commi••ion
preclude Ameritech and Centel from creating reintegration function.
and impo.ing co.t. for .uch reintegration. AT&T concur. that the
federal Act require. the granting of the LO~S petition and further
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establishes that the cost -ba.ed pricing standard requires pricing to
be based on LRSIC. The.e pricing issues, though, may be deferred to
the investigation of the ordered tariffs, aa suggested by LDDS.

Centel

Centel agrees that the LDDS petition .hould be granted and will
file a tariff according to the LDOS reque.t a. modified by Staff.
Granting this reque.t i. required by the federal Act. The network
elements will be provided on an unbundled ba.i. and there will be no
restriction. on how the.. network element. can be u.ed. Any
revenues received for service. provided through the network
elements, including acce•• payments, .hould go.to the carrier that
is paying for the network element.. The operational interfaces
requested by AT.T and LOOS are a180 network element. under the
federal Act and will be provided. Centel recommend. that the price
of the network element. be ba.ed on LRSIC, including co.ts of
capital, plus a reasonable contribution to joint and common co.t•.
Network element. may be priced by acce•• area with minimum term and
capacity requirements for the purcha.e of switch capacity. Centel
asks that custom calling and CLASS feature. be excluded from the
swi tch network element. Since LRSIC studies have not yet been
performed, Centel reque.t. up to 90 day. after the Commission's
Order in which to file it. compliance tariff•.

Amcritech

Ameritech argue. that the LDDS petition .hould be denied, but
that, within 30 day. of the completion of this proceeding, it
voluntarily will file a tariff for the reque.ted .ervice. as
modified by Staff in this proceeding. According to Ameritech, the
LDDS petition reque.ted that the network component. be bundled to
provide end-to-end telecommunication. .ervice.. Thi. does not
comply with the federal Act's requirement to prOVide unbundled
network element.. Furthermore, Ameritech oppo.e. permitting a
requesting carrier to bundle the unbundled network element. prOVided
pursuant to the federal Act. Bundling the network element. would
duplicate the whole.ale .ervice. offered under Section 251(c) (4),
obliterate the di.tinct pricing standard. for the two, and enable
circumventing the joint marketing re.triction placed on the resale
of retail .ervice. provided at whole.ale under Section 251(c) (4) .
The Company ask. the Commi••ion to find a requirement in the federal
Act that network element. purcha.ed from incumbent LIC. may only be
combined with network elements of the purcha.ing carrier. Regarding
pricing, it di.agree. that LRSIC i. the only co.t which can be
recovered in the pricing of network element. under Section
252(d) (1). Pricing network elements must consider all of the LEC's
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costs, including shared COltS, common cOltl, and the relidual. This
Commission should defer granting the LOOS petition until completion
of the FCC rulemaking on this and other i ••ue. interpreting the
federal Act.

Ameritech al.o opposes granting the petition on state grounds.
Modifying the requested .ervice from a bundled end-to-end
configuration to providing the unbundled component. requires the
LeOS petition to be filed under Section 13-505.' of the PUA, not
Section 13 - SOS. 5 requesting new .ervice.. The Company al.o contend.
that the recorti lacks substantial evidence to identify exactly what
woulti be offered, and how. There are a number of pricing issue.
which are left unresolved. Finally, Ameritech oppo.es the po.ition
that the purcha.er of the network element. would be entitled to
retain exchange acces. revenuel for traffic through tho.e element•.
It claim. that the purchaling carrier provide. no .ervice. to the
Ixe. for which they tie.erve to be compen.ated. Purthermore, .ince
interexchange accel. include. interltate traffic, there i. •
jurisdictional i.lue which mUlt first be resolved before the FCC.

MFS and IC Syltem,

Mrs and TC Sy.tem. both oppo.e granting tbe U)J)S petition. !'1FS
argue. that the LSP is not an unbundled network element under
Section 251 (c) (3) but actually a bundling of numerous network
element. found within the switch. Like Ameritech, MFS argues thAt
the Commission .hould find that network element. may be »uncUed only
with other network element. prOVided by the requelting carrier. not
with other network element. of the incumbent LEC. Allowinq the
combination of incumbent LEC network element. would negate the
re.ale provision. of the federal Act and the congressionAl
preference for facilities-basea competition.

Mrs state. that the LSP is not a .ervice currently prOVided cy
the incumbent LIC.. Yet, MFS agree. with Ameritech that the L:OS
petition .hould have been brought under Section 13-505.' of the POA.
instead of Section ·13-505.5. Mrs .uggest. that the Commission defer
the LeOS request until Ameritech and Centel file their unbundled
tariff.. Additionally, Mrs svbmit. t.hat. the Commis.ion mu.t
reconcile any pricing of the LSP with its loop pricing determinAtlQn
in the Ameritech CFP order. In its reply »rief, MFS recommended
that all network element. be priced at LlSIC. TC System. concur.
that the LOCS petition should be filed under Section 13-505.' .nd
lugge.t. that the petition be dilmilled and all related i.lue. hel~

in abeyance until the FCC i.suel it. regulation. under Section 251
in a few month•.
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CUB and Ielecommunications Be.eller. A••ociation ("IRA")

CUB and IRA support the granting of the LOOS petition. CUB
states that the Commi••ion ha. taken the initial steps in its
attempt to develop local exchange competition. However, the.e
efforts are unlikely to make available any competitive alternative.
to residential or small bu.ine•• u.er.. Granting the LOOS petition,
al modified by Staff, would enable more immediate and broader-ba.ed
competitive alternative. to con.umer. beyond tho.e located in high­
density area. or large-volume u.er•.

IRA submits that both .ervice. reque.ted ~y AT.T and LDOS must
be granted to comply with the federal Act and 'to enable potential
new entrants to enter the local exchange markets in the manner in
which each provider determine. how be.t to .erve it••ubscriber. and
selected market•. Each provider must analyze its markets, inherent
capabilities, and competitive .trength. and objective. in developing
its own operational strategy. What will re.ult are numerou.
di.tinct and diver.e approaches for serving .ub.cribers, a.
Individual a. each company and the markets it will serve.

Commission Conclu.ion

The Commi.sion is of the opinion that the LDOS petition, as
modified by Staff, should be granted. The platform approach
described in the record i. con.i.tent with the federal Act.
Section 251(c) () provides a. follow.:

(c) ADDITIONAL OBLIGATIONS OF INCUMBENT LOCAL EXCHANGE
CARRIERS-In addition to the dutie. contained in sub.ection
(b), each incumbent local exchange carrier has the
follOWing duties:

• • • •
(3) UNBUNDLED ACCESS- The duty to provide, to
any requesting telecommunications carrier for
the provision of a telecommunications service,
nondiscriminatory acce•• to network elements on
an unbundled basi. at any technically feasible
point on r.~es, terms, and conditions that are
just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory in
accordance with the terms and conditions of the
agreement and the requirements of this section
and .ection 252. An incumbent local exchange
carrier 'hall provide .uch unbundled network
elements in a manner chat allows r,que.ting
clrriers to combine sych element. in order to
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provide ,ucb telecommunication. 'Iryic,.

(emphasis supplied).

A "network element- il defined under Section 3(a) of Act al a
"facility or equipment uled. in the provi.ion of a telecommunicationl
lervice." It allo include. the follOWing:

feature., functionl, and capabilities that are provided
by mean. of such facility or equipment, including
subscriber numberl, data balel, lignaling .y.tema, and
information .ufficient for billing and collection or u.ed
in the tran.mi••ion, routing, or other provilion of a
telecommunication••ervice.

Section 251 ec) (3) clearly manc!ate. the LCCS anc! Staff platform
proposal.. Thil .ection require. any and. all network element. to be
made available, in any combination, .0 that • new entrant can
provide .ervice, and. that neces.arily include. the provi.ion of
those element. on a -total network" or platform ba.i.. Ameritech
and Mrs' argument that Section 251 (c) (3) of the federal Act require.
carrier. to combine their own faCilities with network elementl
purchased from incumbent LEC. in ord.er to provid.e telecommunication.
lervice i. without merit. Acceptance of the.e argwDents would.
render the language meaningle... An unbundled network element, by
the very nature of unDund.ling, il .ubject to being combined. with
another carrier'. network element.. There would be no purpo.e to
the latter .entence of lection 251(c) (3) mandating that incumbent
LECs allow the combination of network element. if this were the
interpretation. Furthermore, the .ection expre••ly require. that
the uneund.led network element. be made available to any
telecommunication. carrier. Thil i. al.o directly contrary to the
limitation offered by Ameritech and MrS that network elements are
available only to tho.e telecommunication carrier. which provide
other network element••

The Commi••ion 1. al.o of the opinion that the argument. of
MrS, TC Sy.tem. and Ameritech that the LCDS petition i. really a
request for unbundled network element. .hould have been brought
under .ection 13-505.6 of the PUA, inltead of section 13-505.5 are
of no conlequenCe. Ameritech anc! the other partie. knew w!lat LOe5
was requesting in the LeI'S petition. The record i. well developed
and contain. a .ubstantial amount of te.timony admitted both in
support of, and in oppo.ition to, the LCCS petition.

No party conte.t. that the lervice being reque.ting is a
noncompetitive service, not currently being prOVided by the
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responding LEes. The LSP is the remaln1ng element, between the
unbundled loop and local call termination network element. which we
have previously ordered. It is already part of the network
architecture and, therefore, technically fea.ible. Therefore, we
find that the record establishes that LOOS has satisfied the
requirements of section 13-505.5, regardle•• of whether granting
LDDS' petition, as modified by Staff, may al.o be granted pursuant
to section 13-505.6. For the reasons previously stated, we find it
to be in the public interest that the LOOS petition be granted.

The Commis.ion find. that requiring Ameritech and Centel to
make these unbundled network element. available will further our
goal of promoting competition in the local e~change marketplace.
Potential entrant. to the local exchange marketplace would be
provided the flexibility to design their own operational and
marketing strategy to compete with the incumbent LEC and other
carriers for end users of local exchange and other
telecommunications services. Purchasers of the network element
would compensate the incumbent LEC for the lease of the network
facility or equipment, enabling the reque.ting carriers to utilize
those network elements in designing their own services and marketing
strategies as they deemed best to recover their costs and to compete
in the marketplace. Having paid the incumbent LEC for the use of
the network element., the purcha.ing carrier is entitled to all
revenues generated by local exchange, exchange acces., and other
telecommunication. services it prOVide. utiliZing the purchased
network element., in the .ame fashion a. the incumbent LEe.. This
will enable carrier. to make decisions based on economic efficiency
as to which network elements it should build, and which it should
purchase from incumbent LEC. or from competing other providers, free
of any predetermined regulatory requirement. This will be.t foster
the Commission's policies of allowing the competitive marketplace
and economic considerations to substitute for regulatory oversight.

The Commission reject. Ameritech's argument that allowing a
purcha.ing carrier to combine network elements to provide end-to-end
telecommunications service is redundant of the additional
requirement on incumbent LECs to make their retail services
available at wholesale pricing for resale by requesting carriers.
The federal Act clearly requires both offerings to be made
available. These offerings were not required alternatively,. but to
be offered simultaneously. The intent of the federal Act is to
make the competitive tools available which the carriers feel they
need to employ their own market ing strategy and busine•• judgment as
to how to develop compet 1 t ion in the telecommunications
marketplaces. The federal Act leave. it to the marketplace co
resolve which i. the best mean. available to develop competition.


